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REMARKS 

The Examii»cr allowed claims 12-22. Applicants gralcfijUy acknowledge the Hxamincr's 

indication of allowed subject matter. 

The Exaraiici- objected to claims 3-7 a.S being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would bo allowable i f rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and my intervening claims. ApplicanLs gratofully acknowledge the Ex^iner's indication 
of allowable subject matter. Accordingly. AppHcants have amended claim 3 to include all of the 
limitation.s of claims I and 2. The amended claim 3 has also included the allowed features of 
claims 4-7 through use of a Markvush group. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1. 2, 8-1 1 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly being 
clearly anticipated by US 5,919,257 to Trostlo. 

Applicants respectadly t.-averse the § 1 02 rejections with the following argmnents. 
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ILS.C.SI02 

The Examiuer rejected claims 1, 2, 8^1 1 mider 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly being 
clccirly anticipatal by US 5,919,257 lo Ticstlc. 

Applicants respectfully contend tliat Trestle docs not anticipate claim 1, because Trostlc 
docs not leach each and every feature of claim 1- 

As a first example of why Trostle docs not teach each and every feature of claim 1, 
Trostlc docs not teach the feature: "taking a base action in response to detecting an intmsion; 
updating an action counter in response to taking the base action". 

lino Examiner argue.s that Trostle teaches the preceding feature of claim 1 in Trostle, lines 
29-49. However, Trostlc recites in col. 6, lines 29-30 (in conjunction with 92, 94, 96 of FIG. 5): 
<'If the server detcmiines tliat the proof is invalid, tlic server increments an intmdcr detection 
counter in step 96." What Trostlc is disclosing, in light of ..tcps 92, 94, 96 of FIG. 5 and the 
discussion thereof, is that if the user password is invalid (step 94), the intruder detection counter 
is incremented in step 96. Therefore, Trostle does not teach the "base action" in the preceding 
feature of claim 1 . Rather, Trostle is teaching an intiMSion relating to the user password being 
invalid, and updating the intruder detection counter in response to the intrusion (i.e., the user 
password being invalid). Trostle does not teach updating the intruder detection counter in 
response to a base action, because Trostlc doc5 not disclose a ba.sc action. Applicants 
respectfully contend the claim 1 inckidcs both an intrusion and abase action. 

As a second example of why Trostlc docs not teach each and every feature of claim I, 
09/901,443 ^ 
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Trosllc ilocs not leach the fcaUirc: "updating an action variable when the value of the action 
counter iTiects the action threshold". Applicants respectfully contend that Trosllc does not 
disclose an "action variable" that is updated when the value of the aclion counter meets the 
action threshold. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner identify the "aclion variable" 
allegedly disclosed byTrostlc. 

As a third example ol wliy Trosllc does not leach each and every feature of claim 1, 
Trostlc docs not teach the feature: "checking a validity condition for satisfaeHou dependent upon 
the aclion variable". The Examiner argues that Trosllc, col. 6, lines 43-52 teaches the preceding 
feature of claim 1 . However, Applicants cannot find a validity condition and an aclion variable 
that the validity condition depends in Trosllc, col. 6, lines 43-52. Applicants rcspeclfully reque.st 
that the Examiner identi fy the alleged validity condition and action vari able that the validity 
condition depends on in Trestle, col. 6, lines 43-52. 

As a fourth example of why Trostlc does not teach each and every featnrc of claim I , 
Trostle docs not teach llie feature: "invoking a provision associated witli the validity condition 
when the validity condition is satisfied". The Examiner argues that Trostle, col. 6, lines 43-52 
teache.s the preceding feature of claim 1 . However. Applicants do not know what the Examiner 
considers "invoking a provision" to be in Trostle. col. 6, lines 43-52. If the Examiner considers 
execution of the detection hashing function to satisfy the "invoking a provision" aspect of claim 
1 . then what is the validity condition associated with execution of the detection hashing function? 
Applieants respectfully request that the Examiner identify the invoked provision and its 
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associated validity condition ullcgedly disclosed in Trostle, col. 6, lines 43-52, 



Boused on the preceding arguments. Applicants respectfully maintain that Trostle docs not 
anticipate claim 1, and that claim 1 is in condition for allowance. Since claims 2 and 8-11 
depend from claim I, Applicants contend that claims 2 and 8-1 1 arc likewise in condition for 
allowance. 

m addition witli respect to claims 2 and 8. the Examiner argues: "As per claims 2, 8, 
Trostle discloses where the provision chanees an dement of a base intrusion set (col. 6, lines 
29-30)." Tlowcver, claim 2 recites "wherein the provision changes an clement of aba.sc intrusion 
set", whereas claim 8 recites "wherein the provision changes an element of an action set". 
Applicants note however that Trostle col. 6, lines 29-30 recites: "If the ser-ver dctemunes that the 
proof is invalid, the server increments an intruder detection counter in step 96". which tiie 
Hxaminer has previously alleged to satisfy the step in claim 1 of "updating an action variable 
when the value of the action cotmter meets the action Uuoshold". Applica,its contend that the 
Examiner has not taken into accoum that the base intrusion set. the action intnision set, and the 
action variable arc distinct aspects of claims 2 and 8 and are not disclosed by Trostle. In 
ummary, Trostle col. 6. lines 29-30 does not recite the feature "wherein the provision changes 
clement of a base intr^ision set" of claim 2 and the feature "wherein tl.e provision changes an 
clement of an action «et" of claim 8. If the Exaituner views Trostle col. 6, lines 29-30 as 
disclosing the preceding features of claims 2 and 8. then Applicants respectfully rcqnest that the 
Hxaminer identify the "provision", the "element of a base intmsion set", eu.d the "clement of an 
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action set" in Trostlo col. 6, linos 29-30. 
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Basel OQ the preceding argumciiL., Applicants respectfully believe that all pending claims 
and the entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and therefore request 
favorable action. If the Examiner believes that anything fmlhcr would be helpful to place the 
application in better condition for allowance. Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants' representative at the telephone number listed below. The Director is hereby 
authorized to charge and/or credit Deposit Account No. 09-0457. 



Date- °l/i^{^<"'^ . Sgy^/ ^A^At^ 

" Jalilc P, Friedman 

Registration No. 44,688 

Schmeiscr, Olscn & Watts 
3 Lear Jet Une, Suite 201 
Latham, Mew York 12110 
(518)220-1850 
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